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Case File:
Property Address:
Appellant:

Project Contact:

Nature of Case:

A-138-17

1505 Canterbury Road

Mark and Katherine Griffith (adjacent property owners)

Mark Griffith

Mark and Katherine Griffith, adjacent property owners, appeal an administrative
decision as to the interpretations and conclusions made by the City's Zoning

Administrator in regards to potential zoning violations on a .37 acre parcel zoned
Residential-4 and located at 1505 Canterbury Road.
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CITY OF RALEIGH
NORTH CAROLINA
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

To: Ruffin Hall, City Manager

From: Rich Kelly, Director of Engineering Services
Tom Hosey, Director of Development Services

Date: 9/19/2017
Subject: Single-Family Dwelling Permit - 1505 Canterbury Road
MESSAGE:

Background

Mark Griffith of 1507 Canterbury Road has submitted a request to be heard before the City
Council on September 19, 2017 in order to discuss perceived issues with the construction of a
new home on an adjacent property at 1505 Canterbury Road. These issues generally relate to
two areas: stormwater management and zoning enforcement.

Attached to this memo are two separate reports detailing the issues from these two perspectives.
These reports are the result of staff in the Engineering Services and Development Services
departments conducting a thorough review of the details of this project and associated permit
approval processes, including verification that inspections and review processes were consistent
with the Unified Development Ordinance as it existed when the project was permitted in late
2015.

Please advise if you require any additional information or have any questions.



To:

FROM:

CITY OF RALEIGH
NORTH CAROLINA
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Tom Hosey, Director of Development Services

Alysia Bailey Taylor, Current Planning Manager

SUBJECT:  Single-family Dwelling Permit - 1505 Canterbury Road (Transaction #: 457141)

Date: 9/19/2017

Background

On December 23, 2015, Rufty Homes, LLC, applied for a single-family dwelling permit for 1505
Canterbury Road on behalf of the property owners, Michael and Ashley Jones. During the review of this
permit application Current Planning staff determined the following:

The address for the permit was designated with R-4 zoning and the regulations of Unified
Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 2.2.1 applied, and the property met the criteria to be
reviewed for conformance with the “Residential Infill Compatibility” standards of UDO Section
2.2.7.

Per UDO Section 2.2.7.C the street setback for a property developing under the infill standards is
based on the range of setbacks measured based on the two closest lots in either direction along the
block face. Based on this criteria and the supporting documentation submitted by the applicant,
the 52 foot setback shown on the plot plan was within the allowable street setback.

The side setbacks per UDO Section 2.2.1. were met or exceeded as they were shown on the plot
plan provided by the applicant.

The rear setback per UDO Section 2.2.1 was exceeded based on the information provided by the
applicant.

Measuring building/wall height:

o0 In March of 2017 an official interpretation was provided by the Planning and Zoning
Administrator indicating that wall height for residential infill (UDO Section 2.2.7.)
should be measured based on the regulations associated with building height in UDO
Section 1.5.7.

o0 During the time of the review associated with this permit the right side elevation was
measured from the foundation of the 1 floor and not average grade, and the basement
was not considered based on how the UDO regulations had been applied by staff prior to
the official March 2017 interpretation. (Prior to March 2017 the building height
regulations provided in UDO Section 1.5.7 were not considered.) Based on staff’s
application of the UDO regulations during the time that this permit was reviewed and
UDO Section 2.2.7.D., which indicated that the maximum allowed wall height adjacent
to the side property line is 22 feet, the proposed wall height complied with the application
of the UDO standards at the time.

0 During the time of the review associated with this permit the left side elevation was
measured from the foundation of the 1* floor and not average grade, and the basement
was not considered based on how the UDO regulations had been applied by staff prior to
the official March 2017 interpretation. Based on the UDO application during the time
that this permit was reviewed and UDO Section 2.2.7.D., which allows for an addition
foot of height for each foot of horizontal distance the wall is moved from the side setback
line, the height of the proposed residence was found to be in compliance with the UDO
regulations.




o No pre or post land elevation information was provided in the permit documentation.
Results

e OnJanuary 7, 2016 Current Planning staff approved the permit for 1505 Canterbury Road.
e On February 13, 2017 Current Planning staff approved the zoning inspection.






CITY OF RALEIGH
NORTH CAROLINA
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

To: Blair Hinkle, PE, Assistant Engineering Services Director
From: Lauren Witherspoon, Stormwater Inspections Supervisor
Date: 9/13/2017

Subject: Single-Family Dwelling Permit - 1505 Canterbury Road
MESSAGE:

Background

On December 23, 2015, Rufty Homes, LLC, applied for a single-family dwelling permit for 1505
Canterbury Road on behalf of the property owners, Michael and Ashley Jones. Following the
review of this permit application, Stormwater staff determined the following:

= The total lot size was less than one acre, and therefore exempt from being required to
install permanent *Active Stormwater Control Measures’ per Section 9.2.2 of the City’s
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).

= An erosion and sedimentation control plan was not required prior to issuing the permit
and approval for land disturbance activity in accordance with Section 9.4.4 (Standards for
Land-Disturbing Activity) of the UDO. Section 9.4.4 requires that a sedimentation
control plan must be approved at least 30 days prior to any land-disturbing activity of
more than 12,000 square feet (sq. ft). The plot plan submitted with the permit application
indicated that the proposed area of disturbance was 10,570 sqg. ft.

After these determinations, a permit was issued to the property owners on January 26, 2016.
Based on an inspection performed by City of Raleigh Zoning staff, land clearing at 1505
Canterbury Road may have begun in February 2016. Stormwater staff was not aware of (nor
required to be made aware of) the land disturbance being conducted because no stormwater
permits were issued.

On October 3, 2016, Stormwater staff received a complaint from Zachary Bolen (owner of 1508
Brooks Avenue) regarding stormwater runoff onto his property and inefficient erosion control
measures on 1505 Canterbury Road. Mr. Bolen’s property is located behind and downstream
from the 1505 Canterbury Road property. At that time, Stormwater staff inspected the worksite
at 1505 Canterbury Road and concluded that sediment and erosion control measures were in
compliance. In addition, it was determined that Stormwater staff could not require any additional
runoff controls due to the exempt status of the property per the UDO - Section 9.2.2.

Hurricane Matthew impacted Raleigh on October 8, 2016, which resulted in over five inches of
rainfall. Following this rain event, Stormwater staff received a complaint from Katherine Griffith
(owner of 1507 Canterbury Road) on October 18, 2016 with concerns that:

= Rufty Homes, LLC, had exceeded the 12,000 sg. ft. threshold for land disturbance;



= Sediment was in her driveway; and
= Standing water was in the back of her home.

Based on the findings from the inspection at 1505 Canterbury Road prior to and following
Hurricane Matthew, Stormwater staff concluded that sediment and erosion control measures
were in compliance, no sediment was observed at the 1507 Canterbury Road property, and the
City could not enforce additional runoff controls due to the UDO - Section 9.2.2 exemption. In
addition, Stormwater staff determined that less than 12,000 sg. ft. of land disturbance was
occurring at the time of the inspection and that no grading permit was required.

On February 14, 2017, the newly constructed house on 1505 Canterbury Road received a
Certificate of Occupancy with prior approvals from each trade inspection group. The house did
not need final inspection approval from Stormwater staff because no stormwater permits were
issued or required.

On June 20, 2017, Stormwater staff received a complaint from Mark Griffith (1507 Canterbury
Road) regarding runoff from 1505 Canterbury Road. On June 21, 2017, Stormwater staff met
with the property owners to discuss their concerns. At this time, Stormwater staff offered to
contact Rufty Homes, LLC, to provide options for alleviating stormwater runoff from the
property. It was also explained that the City could not require the builder to address the issues
due to the regulatory exemptions that were in place as of the date of permit application.

Results

On July 11, 2017, Stormwater staff met with Rufty Homes, LLC, representatives and the
property owner of 1505 Canterbury Road. During this meeting, Stormwater staff observed that
the majority of stormwater from the property is discharged through a retaining wall at the rear of
the property, which provides some storage prior to discharging onto the Bolen’s property. There
appeared to be one area that was receiving concentrated flow of stormwater where a retaining
wall ends at the north end of the property and adjacent the driveway.

As a result of further inspection and discussion with the parties involved, Stormwater staff issued
a Not in Compliance report on September 5, 2017, received on September 11, 2017, due to the
continued concentration of stormwater flow, displacement of groundcover, and steep slopes.
Following the Not in Compliance report, Rufty Homes, LLC, informed Stormwater staff that a
small berm had been constructed to allow stormwater to enter the drain. On September 12, 2017,
Stormwater staff met with Rufty Homes, LLC representatives, the property owner of 1505
Canterbury Road, and his representation. During this meeting Rufty Homes, LLC verbally
committed to establish a plan and stabilize this slope by September 25, 2017. Staff believes this
to be the extent of our regulatory authority under the UDO, and has encouraged neighboring
property owners who are experiencing property damage to seek alternative remedies.

It is worth noting that, while it did not affect this case due to timing, the adoption of TC-2-16 in
November of 2016 has helped to address this type of impact being experienced by neighbors of
newly-permitted infill development. The changes to the UDO that resulted from TC-2-16
include impervious area limitations based on zoning type. All single-family dwelling permits are
now reviewed by Stormwater staff for impervious limits including properties that were
previously exempt from Section 9.2 of the UDO. However, the 1505 Canterbury Road property
is designated as R-4 zoning which would have had a TC-2-16 impervious limitation of 38% (if



approved after November 2016). The plot plan submitted with the permit application indicates
an approximate 30% of total impervious on the property. If the 1505 Canterbury Road property
had been permitted after November 2016, this property would have been in compliance with the
TC-2-16 limitation and no stormwater control measure and/or downstream flood study would
have been required.

The Stormwater Management Program added an inspector position in May 2017 in order to
dedicate a Stormwater Inspector specifically for this type of infill residential development.
Among this position’s responsibilities is to encourage builders during construction to alleviate
impacts to downstream property owners when situations such as these occur, and to assist the
parties involved in resolving similar issues moving forward during the construction phase of
projects.

It is the opinion of the Stormwater Management Program that the regulations governing
development of this type were applied correctly, and that staff acted appropriately in carrying out
those regulations. Staff will continue to facilitate discussion between the parties to assist them in
finding resolution, to the extent possible, moving forward.






RALEIGH

Official Zoning Code Interpretation

*
RCP BEmiyaNiRe:
CITY PLANNING

Department of City Planning | | Exchange Plaza, Suite 300 | Raleigh, NC 27601 | 919-996-2626

UDOC Sec 1.5.7.A defines BUIL, as "measured from average grade in both number of
stories and feet to the TOP OF THE HIGHEST POINT OF A PITCHED OR FLAT ROOF, ...

2.2.7.D is the code with which we have been deemed non-compliant. |t addresses maximum
alfowed wall height and DOES NOT REFERENCE GRADE.

Site Address/PIN: 3109 Devonshire Dr, Raleigh NC 27607

Date Submitted: 3/2/17 Date Issued: March 7, 2017 Code Sections Affected: 1.5.7.A and 2,27.D

STAFF ANALYSIS

In drafting this response staff believes that the question being asked by the applicant is how wall height is determined in refation to Section 2.2.7. This
seclion of the UDO (2.2.7) regulates the maximum wall height of a building. The UDO contains a few sections that relate to building height.

Section 1.5.7 contains the regulations for determining building height. Building height refers o the total height of the building from the average grade to
the top of the highest point of the rocf. This section contemplates measuring height on sloping lots and on lots with no grade change. Wall height is a
portion of the overall height.

Section 2.2.7 eslablishes the regulations for residential infill construction. These regulations require an additional standard for wall height, provided the
site qualifies as infill in accordance with section 2.2.7.B. This section reguires a maximum wall height of 22 feet at the minimum setback line. The wall
heigt can increase by one foot for each foot of side yard setback added. The wall height can be taller if the properlies immediately adjacent have
taller walls.

The UDG provides the regulations that describe how wall height is measured,  Since wall height is a portion of building height the same methodology
described in section 1.5.7 would be used to determine wall height. The methedology used to determine wall height is described in Section 1.5.7; staff
uses item A.3, 4, and 5 as the methodology to determine wall height. These sections reference using the average of front and rear wall planes at
grade as the starting peint as to how wall height is measured.,

Therefore, the height of a wall shall be measured in the same fashion as the height of a building. The maximum wall height as specified in the UDO is
22-feet and the method of determining the wall height Is based upon the average the of the front and rear wall planes at grade.

-SIGNATORY

[

Travis R. Crane, Planning and Zoning Administrator
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Appeal of Administrative

Decision Application

Clerk and Gary Mitchell outlining the grounds of appeal

chalienged.

'Naturé 6f”appeal (If mbré space 'is rree'd'ed, submit addéndr.rm on separa'te' shéet):

Please see the attached Notice of Appeal dated September 27, 2017, to the City

which include, among other things, a memo from Gary Mitchell containing
administrative decisions serving as the basis of the administrafive decisions being

OFFICE USE ONLY

: Transaciron Number

and its Exhibits A-1 and A-2

Provide all previous transaction numbers for Coordinated Team Reviews, Due
Diligence Sessions or Pre-Submittal Conferences in the spaces below. If this
property was the subject of a previous Board action, provide the case number.

378347

GEN ERAL INFORMATION

Property Address 1 505 Canterbury Road

DateOctober 8, 201 7

rropertyPin 0794799405

CurrentZoning R_4

Property size (in acres) 37 acres

Property Owner

Property owner Mark and Katherine Griffith

NearestIntersection Canterbury Road / Lewis Farm Road

lnformatlon :.j .

Phone 919 782-2589| Fax n/a

Emall mark grlﬁ‘lth@troutmansanders com

Owner’s Maifing Address 1507 Canterbury Road (27608)

(.‘.ontact Person

]nformataon Hmini

Project Contact Person Mark Grlfﬁth

Phone 919 782 2589 Faxn/a

Contact’s Mailing Address 1507 Canterbury Road (27608)

Emaumark gnfﬁth@troutmansanders com

Emall mark gnfﬁth@troutmansanders com

Propetty Owner Signature m
Notary / A Notary Signature and Saal
Sworn and subscribed before me this z // day of %
()S/'/LO/QZ—/ ,20 / /)
)\/\\f Comndssron.,
LA 2081
PAGE10F2 WWW.RALEIGHNC.GOV REVISION 05.13.16
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/02 Apg
TO:  Gail G. Smith, City Clerk '
Gary Mitchell, Planning and Zoning Administrator

FROM: W. Mark Griffith, Esq., and Katherine B, Griffith (the “Appellant™)
DATE:September 27, 2017

This matter was brought before the Raleigh City Council during its regular meeting on
September 19, 2017, and was remanded during that meeting to the Growth and Natural
Resources Committee for review. This appeal is being made to preclude any future holding that

the issues referenced herein have been waived and/or not propetly preserved by the Appellant.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Please accept this Notice of Appea.l as to the interpretations and conclusions referenced
below in a) the letter attached hereto as Exhibit A-1 from Gary Mitchell to Mark Griffith,.dated
August 25, 2017, but issued on August 29, 2017, by email.

Grounds for Appeal — Exhibit A-1

In Exhibit A-1, Mr. Mitchell is responding to an email from the Appellant to Nicolette
Fulton, Associate City Attorney, dated August 16, 2017, and attached hereto as Exhibit A-2. In
Exhibit A-2, the Appellant referenced numerous zoning violations at 1505 Canterbury Road
(material height violation, too many floors, etc.), a property adjacent to the Appellant’s home.
Rather than specifically review the violations, Mr. Mitchell stated that Exhibit A-2 was a
challenge to the building permit and Certificate of Occupancy issued for 1505 Canterbury Road,
and was therefore untimely because it was being made more than 30 days after the Certificate of
Occupancy had been issued.

Mr. Mitchell’s decision in Exhibit A-1 is being appealed on the following grounds:

1) There is no provision, and Mr. Mitchell did not provide any such cite, in Raleigh’s
Unified Development Ordinance (“UDO™) which states that any and all violations of
the UDO on a property are precluded from enforcement if the property at issue has a
Certificate of Occupancy that has not been challenged within 30 days of its issuance.
The Appellant has raised violations of the UDO at 1505 Canterbury Road that make
the residential structure located at1 505 Canterbury Road an illegal structure under the
UDO. The City regularly issues notices of violation for zoning violations after a
property has received its building permit and certificate of occupancy.

For instance, Section 1.1.10 of the UDO provides the City with four types of
remedies for enforcement of its violations — equitable remedy, injunction, order of
abatement, and criminal — in addition to those specific civil penalties further provided




2)

in the UDO. Section 10.4.1,A.1 and A.3 specifically provide for enforcement actions
against owners and builders in violation of Chapters 1 through 7 and 11 of the UDO -
all of the violations brought to Mr. Mitchell’s attention in Exhibit A-2 fall within this
scope. Violators are subject to civil penalties under Section 10.4.2 of the UDO and
those further remedies at the City’s disposal under Section 1.1.10 of the UDQ. There
is no caveat or exception to any of these enforcement provisions stating that owners
and builders in the City of Raleigh are free from enforcement under the UDO for
zoning violations like the ones we have alleged here if they can just make it 30 days
past the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy without getting caught, and especially
would not make sense here when the building permit application submitted to the
City contains a material inaccuracy concerning the amount of land to be disturbed.
See also City of Raleigh v, Fisher, 232 N,C, 629 (1950} (holding that the fact
landowners had carried on an illegal use on a property for a period of years with the
knowledge of a municipality that it was against the zoning laws did not estop the. .
municipality from enjoining the illegal use); and see Karagiannopoulos v. City of
Lowell, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 46762 (stating that a municipality cannot be estopped
to enforce a zoning ordinance against a violator by the conduct of its officials in
encouraging or permitting such violator to violate such ordinance in times past. . . .
[TThe law must be so written; for a contrary decision would require an acceptance of
the paradoxical proposition that a citizen can acquire immunity to the law of his
country by habitually violating such law with the consent of unfaithful public officials
charged with the duty of enforcing it) (citing City of Raleigh v. Fisher).

As the Planning and Zoning Administrator, Mr. Mitchell is tasked by Section 10.2.14
of the UDO with issuing a written interpretation of the UDO sections addressed to his
attention. In this case, Mr, Mitchell has not issued such an interpretation but rather
has provided a legal conclusion apparently on behalf of the City alleging the
application of N.C. Gen. Stat, § 160A-388(b1) to the Appellant’s request in Exhibit
A-2. Mr. Mitchell’s August 25, 2017 letter to Appellant is, at the least, a tacit consent
of a public official who has a duty to faithfully interpret and enforce the legal
requirements of the UDO. At its worst, Mr. Mitchell’s fatlure to make an
interpretation of the UDO based on the facts presented by the Appellant, merely
because a Certificate of Occupancy has been issued, allows a citizen to acquire
immunity to the law applicable to their property and violates the rights of other
neighbors such as the Appellant who rely on a public official’s obligation to faithfully
discharge their dutics under the law. See Fisher and Karagiannopoulos, infra.
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To: Mari Griffith, Esq.
From: Gary D. Mitchell, Planning & Zoning Administrator
Pate: August?25,2017

Re: Concerns ahout 1505 Canterbury

Mr. Griffith,

It was a pleasure to meet with you this morning. Upon examining the situation | understand
your concerns however, the permit was issued in January of 2016 and a Final and a Certificate
of Occupancy/Compliance (CO) was issued by the City on February 2017. Based on North
Carolina State Statute 160-388 (b1) subsection 3, any administrative decision may be appealed
with 30-days of the date of the administrative decision(s). Issuance of a building permit as well
as the issuance of the CO Is an administrative decision. In staff's opinion the appeal period has
passed. The Department of Development Services issued the permit and the CO and you may
want to contact Development Services in regard to your specific issue(s). -

Sincerely,

Gary D, Mitchell
Planning & Zoning Administrator
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Griffith, Mark

From: Griffith, Mark

Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 9:47 PM

To: ‘ Nicolette Fulton

Cc Jim Spangler; Ben Kuhn; Zachary C. Bolen; Courtney Gmail; kbgriffith@me.com; Griffith,
Mark

Subject: 1505 Canterbury Road

Nicolette, many thanks for your time. As mentioned, below &re proposed UDQ violations not dealing with stormwater
and land disturbance permits:

1, Section 2.2.1 D1 of the UDO establishing a 40 foot height maximum and 3 story maximum for 1505 Canterbury
Road: Itis our position based on Sections 1.5.7.A.1 and 1.5.7.A.2 of the UDO that 1505 Canterbury Road is in violation of
the 40 foot height maximum, Sectfon 1.5.7.A.1 of the UDO provides that "Building height is measured from average
grade in both number of stories and feet to the top of the highest point of a pitched or flat roof, not including a
maximum parapet wall encroachment." Likewise, Section 1.5.7 A.2. of the UDO states that "Average grade is
determined hy calculating the average of the highest and lowest elevation along pre-development grade or improved
grade (whichever is more restrictive) along the front of the buliding parallel to the primary street setback. Where mass-
grading has been approved by the City, average grade shall be considered the improved grade following such mass
grading.” In this case, the owner and bufider have apparently asked the City to measure the compliance of 1505
Canterbury Road with the height restrictions from the substantially elevated grade which is not allowed unless they have
received a "mass-grading permit." The owner and builder's own plans show 39 feet from the new grade which is
approximately 8 feet or more above what the "average grade" would be per the "pre-development grade". Without an
approved mass grading permit, which Is undisputed they did not seek or recelve, the developer does not get the benefit
of helght measured based on the "improved grade following such grading” per UDO 1.5.7.A.2. It cettainly appears to us
on its face that 1505 Canterbury Road violates In a material manner the UDO's plain terms as to applicable helght
maximum, because as measured along the pre-development grade {the mare restrictive based on the massive amount
of fill on the property which raised the "Improved grade", and without an approved mass grading permit}, the residential
structure on the property is substantially higher than the 40 foot maximum under UDO 1.5.7.A.1 and

1.5.7.A.2. Accordingly, this is an illegal structure due to the illegal height In excess of 40 ft as measured by the standards

set forth in tha UDO,

For the same reason, Section 1.5.7.A.3 of the UDO does not allow 1505 Canterbury Road to have a "fourth story"
because the owner and builder are agaln measuring from the Improved grade in contravention of Section 1.5.7 A.2 of
the UDO. It certainly seems that the parties assoctated with 1505 Canterbury Road are trying to achieve the "fourth
floor exception" through the equivalent of stacking dirt in front of a fence and saying now that they can have four stories
instead of three. Thisis basically the same thing as building an illegal 10" high fence and arguing it Is not taller than the
maximum allowed by the UDO because it somehow hecomes "less tall" with several feet of dirt piled up against it. The
dirt piled up against the foundation or fence (artificially ralsing the "pre-development grade")} must not be taken into
account In determining the height of the structure per the terms of the UDO.

2. Infill Compatibility Regulations in Section 2.2,7.D.1 of the UDO establishing a side setback plane helght
maximum of 22 feet; Sections 1.5.7.A.1 and A.2 require this measurement to be made from the average "pre-
development” grade, and thus, the wall plane of the house at 1505 Canterbury Road which is adjacent to the side
property line {shared with 1508 Canterbury Road) appears to be in violation of this height limitation set farth in the
Residential Infill Regulations, Per UDO 2.2.7,B. such regulations are applicable because (a) the total site area is less than
5 acres {.37 acres); {b) at least 50% of the side and rear property lines abut detached or attached building types (in fact
100% do); (c) the lot In question, Lot 2, has been recorded for at least 20 years (Lot 2 was subdivided pera 1941 Plat
recorded at Book of Maps 1941, Page 57 .. . over 70 years ago), and {d) the property is not in a HOD or NCOD.

i
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3, Section 2.2.1. B3 of the UDO providing for a 10 foot side sethack in Zone R-4: The wall in the front of 1505
Canterbury Road on its north side Is connected to the house and supports its foundation and therefore is subject to
Sectlon 2.2.1.B3. Itis part of the “building and structure” and dwelling, and thus, is subject to the side setback
restriction. The house is unsupportable without this wall. A further question we have is why this wall is not on the plot
pfan? It Is massive and its inciusion would have put the City and others on notice of the Incredible change of grade the
owner and builder made to 1505 Canterbury Road. This wall was built substantiafly into the ground with massive
footings. Based on our observations this wall Is within 10 feet of the property line and therefore is in violation of the 10’

setback requirement in UDO 2.2,1,B3,

We request that we be allowed a meeting with you and the City officials reviewing these assertions as soon as possible,
Please feel free to call us with your questions and comments.

Again, many thanks.

Mark

Mark Griffith

Direct: 919.836.4172 | Mabile: 919.659.7038 | Internal: 14-4172
mark.griffith@troutmansanders.com

TROUTMAN SANDERS

434 Fayetteville Street, Suite 1900
Ralelgh, NC 27801
troutmansanders.com




OWNERS OF PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN 100 FEET OF 1505 CANTERBURY ROAD

William Dirk Hage
Penny Small Hage
1501 Canterbury Road
Raleigh, NC 27608

Martha W. Highsmith
1502 Canterbury Road
Raleigh, NC 27608

Michael D. Jones
Ashley T. Jones

1505 Canterbury Road
Raleigh, NC 27608

Judy L. Swenson
1506 Canterbury Road
Raleigh, NC 27608

William Mark Griffith
Katherine B. Griffith
1507 Canterbury Road
Raleigh. NC 27608

Duncan Gibson

Karen G. Gibson

1509 Canterbury Road
Raleigh, NC 27608

Todd C. Meissner
Laura D, Meissner
7037 Trenton Ridge Court
Raleigh, NC 27613

Kenneth Lee Carter
Danette Brady Carter
1500 Brooks Avenue
Raleigh, NC 27607

David C. Worters
Miranda T. Yeager
1504 Brooks Avenue
Raleigh, NC 27607

Zachary C. Bolen
Courtney B. Bolen
1508 Brooks Avenue
Raleigh, NC 27607

David E. Tyson
Trava W, Tyson
1514 Brooks Avenue
Raleigh, NC 27607

William Bateman Nicholson, Jr.
Lauren Elizabeth Stange

1516 Brooks Avenue

Raleigh, NC 27607
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